Today there are about thirty authorities supervising national financial markets and institutions in the EU-15 countries. The member States have chosen different models for supervising their financial systems. We describe the three main theoretical supervisory models proposed in the literature: vertical, horizontal, centralised. In practice, however, it is difficult to find a pure application of these models, while the actual supervisory systems are the result of the different legal frameworks of the member States and of the way in which their financial systems developed. Moreover, although the Lamfalussy Report can be considered an important step towards a more integrated financial supervisory system at the European level, the supervisory arrangements are still very different among member States. This work provides an analysis of the different systems of financial supervision in Europe: showing how the differences that still exist among their systems make it more difficult to achieve a real European integration in financial supervision. 2
Introduction
The need to find a remedy for market imperfections and distributive problems of available resources can be considered as the theoretical foundations for public intervention in the economy aimed at guaranteeing the pursuit of stability, fairness on the distribution of resources and efficiency in their employment.
All the theories that support the need of a stronger regulation on banks and other financial institutions find their common denominator on the presence of particular forms of market failures in the credit and financial sectors.
The Great Crisis of the 1930s stressed the incapacity of the market to ensure the optimal combination between stability and efficiency and required the urgent need to re-think the supervisory systems of financial markets and institutions in order to safeguard the integrity and the stability of the financial sector.
In the US, the Securities Act of 1933, was the first example of regulation in the securities, followed by the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934 that set up the Securities and Exchange Commission which was the first supervisory authority with responsibilities to guarantee disclosure and to protect investors.
The Securities Act of 1933 was the first example of regulation in the securities field: it imposed that investors had all the necessary information about the securities that they wanted to buy and it ensured their correct circulation, avoiding frauds and manipulations in the public offers. Today, the Act is still one of the most important measures for the US securities market regulation.
The Securities Exchange Act of 1934 created the Securities and Exchange
Commission that is still the Authority which has to supervise the correct circulation of securities and to safeguard investors' interests.
In Europe, the first authority in charge of regulating and supervising the securities markets was the Commission des Opérations de Bourse, established in In fact, it is possible to identify, at least, three fundamental models that are currently in force in EU member States: 2 • vertical model (or institutional supervision): follows the traditional segmentation of the financial system in three main sectors (banking, securities and insurance) and is based on a strict division of competences, i.e. the institutions in one segment are supervised separately from the ones in different sectors irrespectively of the matter under control;
• horizontal model (or supervision by objectives): in this approach each supervisory function (microeconomic and macroeconomic stability, disclosure, competition) is under the jurisdiction of a given authority, independently of the supervised subject; therefore there is no strict separation between sectors, instead each authority has cross-sector regulatory and supervisory powers in pursuing is function;
• centralised model (or single supervisor): this model provides only one supervisory authority which responsibilities over all financial markets and sectors.
However, it should be highlighted that in the centralised model, the supervision 1 See Goodhart (2000 Goodhart ( , 1998 . 2 Di Di Noia (2005, 2001) argue that there is a fourth model, called "Functional Supervision", in which there is a supervisor for each function performed by financial intermediaries, irrespectively of the legal form ot the intermediary itself or of the objective of supervision to be achieved. This model is based on the definition of six basic functions in which it is possible to divide the financial system. This model, however, is not well suited in practice, since it does not focus on real institutions but on abstract activities, furthermore, it does not consider the objective of regulation.
can be approached with focus on institutions, or to the objectives of regulation.
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The financial supervisory systems of the single member States in Europe are still heterogeneous, reflecting the variety of domestic financial markets and different
legislations. An important role in the construction of the European system of financial regulation can be attributed to the Directives. European legislation on financial markets is based on the concept of "competition among rules", i.e. on the idea that given the existing differences among EU countries, each member should recognise the validity of laws, regulation and standards of the other ones.
In this respect, the principle of mutual recognition was included in the Second Banking Coordination Directive of 1989 providing a list of activities that were included in the "Single Passport", i.e. that could be performed in every member
State by a credit institution that is allowed to perform such activities in its country of origin. The principle of mutual recognition is based on two important concepts: "home country control" and "harmonisation of minimum standards".
Equivalent rules for investment firms were introduced in 1993 by the Investment Services Directive that extended the home country control principle to investment firms and provides them with the European passport.
The objective of the paper is to compare the different institutional settings in EU member States, highlighting the differences in the supervisory architectures.
In the following paragraphs we present, respectively, the centralised, vertical and horizontal models, while in the last one we present our conclusive remarks. 
The Centralised Model

The Vertical Model
The institutional supervision or vertical model, developed as response to the great crises of 1930s, follows the traditional segmentation of the financial markets in three basic sectors: banking, insurance, securities markets. As a whole, there are generally three authorities, each of those exercises all supervisory and regulatory powers in the area that is under its jurisdiction.
This vertical approach facilitates the practical implementation of supervisory powers, it avoids useless duplications of controls and can reduce regulatory costs; conversely, it is not able to ensure a stabilizing system of controls in a context characterized by a fast growth of financial conglomerates, progressive integration of financial markets, blurred borders of the financial sectors.
In Europe, Greece is the only example of pure application of the vertical model, with three authorities that have responsibilities over, respectively, the banking sector, the securities market and the insurance segment: the Central Bank, the 
Conclusion
As we have shown, the EU member States have chosen quite different models for supervising their financial systems.
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In this paper, we have described the three principal theoretical supervisory models proposed in the literature: vertical, horizontal, centralised. In practice, however, it is difficult to find a pure application of these models, while the actual supervisory systems are the result of the different legal frameworks of the member States and of the way in which their financial systems developed.
Moreover, although the Lamfalussy Report can be considered an important step towards a more integrated financial supervisory system at the European level, the supervisory arrangements are still very different among member States. This 6 In every European State the adoption of a particular model for the regulation and supervision of financial markets has always been influenced by the evolution of the national financial systems and also by the characteristics of the legislative apparatus. While at national level, the States have issued many measures to guarantee an appropriate supervision on their financial markets, at community level there isn't yet a unique law that defines the adoption of a single supervision model. Consequently, the current structure of the national control systems is strongly heterogeneous, diversified and characterized by the presence of different regulation models. In particular, it is true in the field of financial supervision where every State has an Authority for every surveillance line; on the contrary, there is a good level of integration in the field of regulation, thanks to the role that the European Directives have played.
work provides an analysis of the different systems of financial supervision in Europe: showing how the differences that still exist among their systems make it more difficult to achieve a real European integration in financial supervision.
Our main result is that the supervisory systems are still too different. Therefore, if one would think to construct a supervisory framework at the EU level it will be forced to cope with this fragmentation. 
